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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . Upon reconsideration of cited references, the allowance of claims 14-20 and 37- 

41 is withdrawn. A new ground of rejection is made in view of Duginske (5,768,966), 
Molburg (6,079,309), Price (4,693,158) and Szymanski et al. (6,481,477 Bl). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 8, 9 and 14-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Duginske (5,768,966) in view of Price (4,693,158) and Molburg (6,079,309). 

Regarding claims 8, 14-20 and 22, Duginske teaches a fence comprising: 
a working surface (R) having an elongated slot; 

an elongated body 242 having a top end including grooves (212, 210), a 
front face including grooves (214, 216) and a back face including a groove 218; 
and 

attachments (232, 58). 
See Figs. 1-8, 10 and 15. 

Duginske fails to disclose a planar face having a measurement device. Price 
teaches a planar face having a measurement device. See Fig. 6. Therefore, it would have 
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been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to incorporate a planar face having a 
measurement device as taught by Price to the fence of Duginske so that a user can locate 
a coordinate of a work piece on a working surface precisely. 

Duginske teaches T-shaped grooves instead of plus-shaped grooves. T-shaped 
grooves and plus-shaped grooves are art equivalence. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to choose between T-shaped grooves and 
plus-shaped grooves to design a fence since they are art equivalence, and the fence would 
function equally as well with both T-shaped grooves and plus-shaped grooves. 

Duginske fails to teach a locking device for securing the fence to a woodworking 
tool. Molburg teaches a locking device capable of securing the Duginske' s fence to a 
woodworking tool device. The Molburg' s locking device comprising a translating rod 22 
with a large head, an anchor hole 23 and a handle 24. See Figs. 3-5. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the locking device 
as taught by Molburg to the Duginske's fence for securing the fence to a wood working 
tool. 

Regarding claim 9, Duginske teaches a T-shaped groove in the back face but does 
not teach providing a tapered surface adjacent to and open to the back face that narrows 
to a well portion and wherein a locking tab projects adjacent the well portion. Price 
teaches providing a tapered surface that narrows to a well portion and wherein a locking 
tab projects adjacent the well portion. See Fig. 6. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art to provide tapered surfaces as taught by Price on 
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the locking tabs of the grooves in the Duginske 's fence to reduce sharp edges at the 
locking tabs. 

4. Claim 37-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over. 

Duginske (5,768,966) in view of Molburg (6,079,309). 

Regarding claim 37, Duginske teaches a fence for use with a woodworking tool 
wherein the woodworking tool including a working surface (R) having an elongated slot 
comprising an elongated body 200. See Figs. 10 and 15. 

Duginske fails to teach a locking device for securing the fence to a woodworking 
tool. Molburg teaches a locking device capable of securing the Duginske' s fence to a 
woodworking tool device. The Molburg' s locking device comprising a translating rod 22 
with a large head, an anchor hole 23 and a handle 24. See Figs. 3-5. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the locking device 
as taught by Molburg to the Duginske' s fence for securing the fence to a wood working 
tool. 

Regarding claims 38-40, atop end including grooves (212, 210), a front face 
including grooves (214, 216) and a back face including a groove 218 are best seen in 
Figs. 1-8 in Duginske. 

Duginske teaches T-shaped grooves instead of plus-shaped grooves. T-shaped 
grooves and plus-shaped grooves are art equivalence. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to choose between T-shaped grooves and 
plus-shaped grooves to design a fence since they are art equivalence, and the fence would 
function equally as well with both T-shaped grooves and plus-shaped grooves. 
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Regarding claim 41, the handle 24 is best seen in Figs. 3-5 in Molburg. 
5. Claims 1-7, 10, 13, 21 and 24-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Duginske (5,768,966) in view of Molburg (6,079,309) as applied to 
claim 37 above, and further in view of Price (4,693,158). 

Regarding claims 1, 10, 21 and 24, the combination of Duginske and Molburg 
teaches the invention substantially as claimed except for a planar face extending 
outwardly and upwardly in an angular manner in relation to the fence body wherein a 
measurement device seated on the planar surface. Price teaches a planar face extending 
outwardly and upwardly in an angular manner in relation to the fence body wherein a 
measurement device 57 seated on the planar surface. See Fig. 1. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to provide a planar face as 
taught by Price to the combination of Duginske and Molburg so that a user can locate a 
coordinate of a work piece on a working surface precisely. 

Regarding claims 5 and 6, Duginske teaches T-shaped grooves instead of plus- 
shaped grooves. T-shaped grooves and plus-shaped grooves are art equivalence. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to choose 
between T-shaped grooves and plus-shaped grooves to design a fence since they are art 
equivalence, and the fence would function equally as well with both T-shaped grooves 
and plus-shaped grooves. 

Regarding claim 7, the attachments 232 and 58 are best seen in Fig. 1-5 of 
Duginske. 
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Regarding claim 13, an inverted L-shaped stop 56 is best seen in Figs. 1-5 in 
Duginske. 

Regarding claims 2, 25 and 26, Duginske teaches a T-shaped groove in the back 
face but does not teach proving a tapered surface adjacent to and open to the back face 
that narrows to a well portion and wherein a locking tab projects adjacent the well 
portion. Price teaches providing a tapered surface that narrows to a well portion and 
wherein a locking tab projects adjacent the well portion. See Fig. 6. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to provide tapered surfaces as 
taught by Price on the locking tabs of the grooves in the Duginske' s fence to reduce sharp 
edges at the locking tabs. 

The tapered slot (surfaces) is a part of lock tabs of a groove where an attachment 
is secured to the fence; therefore it is for affixing an attachment. 
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Tapered surface 

Regarding claim 27, an attachment (G) is best seen in Fig. 6 in Duginske. 
Regarding claims 28-31, see Figs. 1-5 in Duginske. 
Regarding claims 3 and 4, T-shaped grooves are best seen in Figs. 1-8 of 
Duginske. 

6. Claims 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Duginske (5,768,966) in view of Molburg (6,079,309) and Price (4,693,158) as applied to 
claim 37 and 10 above, and further in view of Szymanski et al. (6,481,477 Bl), 
hereinafter Szymanski. 
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The combination of Duginske, Molburg and Price teaches the invention 
substantially as claimed except for mounting a hose collar and a vacuum hose to the 
fence. Szymanski teaches mounting a vacuum 52 to a fence for collecting dust. See Fig. 
2. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to mount 
a vacuum as taught by Szymanski to the combination of Duginske, Molburg and Price to 
collect dust. 

7. Claim 32-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Duginske (5,768,966) in view of Molburg (6,079,309) as applied to claim 37 above, and 
further in view of Schuler (4,817,693). 

Regarding claim 32, the combination of Duginske and Molburg teaches the 
invention substantially as claimed except for a locking device which defines at least one 
threaded port with a threaded insert therein which may be extended therefrom to forcibly 
and securely tilt the locking device and elongated body in relation to one another. 

Schuler teaches tilting a fence 120. See Fig. 13. Schuler teaches a locking device 
defines at least one threaded port with a threaded insert 1 16 therein which may be 
extended therefrom to secure the locking device and elongated body 30. See Figs. 4-6. 
The threaded insert 1 16 is capable of tilting the fence 110 relative to the fence 30. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate at least one threaded port with a threaded insert as taught by Schuler to tilt the 
fence 200 relative to the locking device 300 in Duginske to accommodate a work piece 
having a wedged shape. 
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Regarding claims 33-36, see Fig. 1-5 in Duginske and Figs 4-6 in Schuler. 
8. Claims 1 1 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Duginske (5,768,966) in view of Molburg (6,079,309) and Price (4,693,158) as applied to 
claims 1, 10 and 37 above, and further in view of Schuler (4,817,693). 
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The combination of Duginske, Molburg and Price teaches the invention 
substantially as claimed except for a locking device which defines at least one threaded 
port with a threaded insert therein which may be extended therefrom to forcibly and 
securely tilt the locking device and elongated body in relation to one another. 

Schuler teaches tilting a fence 120. See Fig. 13. Schuler teaches a locking device 
defines at least one threaded port with a threaded insert 1 16 therein which may be 
extended therefrom to secure the locking device and elongated body 30. See Figs. 4-6. 
The threaded insert 1 16 is capable of tilting the fence 1 10 relative to the fence 30. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate at least one threaded port with a threaded insert as taught by Schuler to tilt the 
fence 200 relative to the locking device 300 in Duginske to accommodate a work piece 
having a wedged shape. 



Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to Phong H Nguyen whose telephone number is 703-305- 
4989. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Allan Shoap can be reached on 703-308-1082. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
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published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

PN: pH/ 

October 29, 2004 _ / ^ v 




